Claim 7, the word "a" in line 7 has been changed to the word "the". Finally, in Claim 
9, the word "the" in line 3 has been changed to the word "a", the word "a" has been 
inserted in line 4 before the phrase "float sinker", and the word "the" in line 5 has 
been changed to the word "a". 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1, 2, and 4 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ayers in view of Van Deijk. Claim 7 is rejected as 
unpatentable over Ayers in view of Van Deijk further in view of Rutter. Claim 8 is 
rejected as unpatentable over Ayers in view of Van Deijk and Rutter further in view 
of Moise II. Applicant respectfully traverses each of these rejections. 

Van Deijk teaches a grab located on a crane for the purpose of lifting items 
above the water with the crane. The grab of Van Deijk does not have any means of 
positively pulling buoyant items below the water level. A buoyant item attached by 
grab of Van Deijk to its crane would simply float on the top of the water if the crane 
was used to lower the grab and its buoyant item into the water. The present 
invention has movable clamp arms provided on the float sinker for the purpose of 
allowing the float sinker to positively move a buoyant foam block underwater so that 
the block can be placed under a floating structure, such as a boat dock. Nothing in 
either Van Deijk or Ayers suggests the desirability of having clamp arms attached to 
float sinkers. Also, neither Van Deijk nor Ayers is concerned with grasping an object 
so as to hold the object to the float sinker as the float sinker submerges in the 
water. The purpose the float sinker in Ayers is to raise and lower the work platform. 
Neither Ayers nor Van Deijk indicate the desirability of adding a grabbing function 
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to the float sinkers. Thus, the two cited patents do not provide any motivation to 
add clamp arms to float sinkers as is taught in the present invention. 

The Examiner has objected to Claims 3, 5, 6, and 9 as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim. Applicant gratefully acknowledges that the Examiner 
believes that these claims would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
Applicant has rewritten these claims in accordance with the Examiner's guidance. 

In summary, Applicant has addressed the problems of no antecedent basis 
cited by the Examiner regarding Claims 4, 6, 7, and 9. Applicant has respectfully 
traversed the Examiner's rejection of Claims 1,2,4,7, and 8 based on the fact that 
neither of the cited patents teaches the desirability of having grabs on the float 
sinkers. Finally, Applicant has rewritten claims 3, 5, 6, and 9 in independent form in 
accordance with the Examiner's guidance. 

It is believed that this application is now in condition for allowance, and such 
action is earnestly solicited. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees to the 
deposit account of the undersigned, No. 13-0470. 




Molly D. McKay, Reg. No. 35,609 
3207 East 22nd Street 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74114-1823 
(918) 742-5900 
Attorney for Applicant 



[FALinda's DocsWVinnett, MichaelWnen & ROA-1] 
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